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We invited our experts to write about their lines of imquiryfir;1 the sgirit o; efﬁg;
. . . . . s Ra
i i i d interesting, timely illustrations of these idea :
ing promotion of ideas an . . e e el
i i tation of pertinent studies 0
than furnish comprehensive documentat ' tud e
intricaci invi to provide a view of the big picture tha
intricacies, we invited our authors to p : fcture that W1
i ' hologist. Should you wish to “rea

acing and accessible to the nonpsyc ist. Shot more

zr‘t;gu%it 0 each chapter also provides an extensive bibliography of the authors’ pr1
sources for research and theory in thg area. .
margcientiﬁc terms are used sparingly in this volume, and readgrs v.vﬂ‘l probal?ly lie
familiar with most of them. However, you may occasionally find it mstructn;le f.o
refer to the Glossary in the back of this book. It furnishes clear and cgmplete e h1—
nitions of words and phrases that are part of the language O(i Fersuaml(intresceiaertci:es.
i tal to democratic and free-market so .

Persuasion processes are fundamen tic and fr et
Persuasion procisses are the mechanism through which 1r‘1d1V1duals pnake gﬁca};
decisions about their government, their marketplace, their commu'mty, an ﬁs
lifestyle. By providing this glimpse into the psychology of persuasion, our g.oii -
to sharpen your understanding of its workings and strengthen your apprecia

of its role in our society.
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Weldon and Babbs were in a pickle. The test results were clear cut. Babbs was
pregnant. It was early in their relationship; they were still trying to find out just
how well they liked each other. They had not yet discussed the possibility of mar-
riage, much less the idea of having children. What to do?

One of the options they discussed was abortion. Babbs favored it, but Weldon
had serious misgivings. Both of them came into the relationship with fairly well-
developed attitudes about abortion. Babbs’s good friend Cindy had previously had
an abortion. The two of them had talked it over at some length before Cindy decided
to go ahead with it. Portunately, all had gone well. Cindy had become a vocal advo-
cate of abortion rights. Babbs was sympathetic with her friend’s views and once had
even helped Cindy prepare materials for a pro-choice fund-raising drive.

Weldon’s experiences had been quite different. His sister had an abortion two
years ago, despite strong opposition from her parents. As a consequence of their
angry reactions, she had moved to her own apartment and eventually stopped
attending church with the family. Even though she still lived in the same city, she
did not talk with Weldon or her parents more than once or twice a year. Weldon
blamed the abortion for the breakup of his family.
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Life experiences can lead people to acquire very different thoughts and fe_el—
ings about the world around them. Babbs and Weldon have developed oPposfte
attitudes about abortion, differences that lead them. to takg very dlfferi:?t
approaches to their present dilemma. And they are now in the midst of a newhl e
experience that may well lead them to reshape the attitudes they brought 1nt§ their
relationship, either through becoming harder and more extreme or through revi-

i dation. .
Slon\?c?j, Etll'clzorref(ril::)r, now have a sense of the differences in views toward abortion
held by Babbs and Weldon. Their attitudes diffe1j in fundamental ways and yg’g are
not completely incompatible or irreconcilable. With thqse s.ubt'le hues and shadings
in mind, consider the problem of the scientist whose objective is to §tudy th? nature
of human attitudes. As scientists, we must move from the mpre 1mpre5310n1st.1c,
evocative, and cinematic portrayal of Babbs’s and Weldon’s attitudes to a more rig-
orous and precise description. We must devise concrete ways to measure how atti-
tudes differ from person to person. In short, we want to assign numbers to

attitudes.

How Can We Know Another Person’s Attitudes?

How did Babbs and Weldon manage to learn about each other’s attitudes towz.;u‘d
abortion? No doubt, most of their information came as a natural result of being
together and talking about the things that matter to.them. When the pregnancy
occurred, the discussions became soul searching and intense.

There are at least four sources of information we draw upon to know another
person’s attitude. At first blush, the most straightforward is simply to ask ’Fhe per-
son. But as this chapter will show, direct questigns do not always lead to d‘1rect (or
correct) answers. A second source of information comes through observmg hgw
the person reacts to the attitude topic when it is ra1gecr1 in conversation or in ot Er
ways. For example, how does Weldon react to television news abou‘F a f1.re bomb-
ing of an abortion clinic? Is he indifferent, does he shake h1§ head in disgust, or
does he have a secret smile of satisfaction? Nonverbal reactions can convey vol-
umes of information. Third, we can learn what kinds of actions thg person Wlll take
when presented with the opportunity to help or harm the' att1tqde object. For
example, Babbs’s helping Cindy with the pro-choice fur}d—reus.mg drive clearly flon-
veys a positive attitude. Fourth, people tend to associate W.lth others wh(? share
their attitudes. So we can look at the attitudes held by the friends and family of a

an idea of his or her attitude.

persggljgsg:rid Weldon had spent a lot of time with one another, and so they could
draw upon all four of these kinds of information to come to know how the other
felt about abortion. To the extent that all four sources of mformahon about a per-
son’s attitude tell the same story, then we can have some confldex}ce that we have
understood the attitude. But gathering all this information tfakes time.

Attitude researchers do not have the luxury of spending m.onths,.weeks, or
even hours with a person. We have had to devise ways of measuring attitudes that
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can be administered in a very short time period. National surveys on political atti-
tudes or consumer attitudes rarely devote more than a minute or two to measuring
attitudes toward a particular political candidate or toward a new brand of toilet
paper. Often such surveys will use just a single question to measure the attitude.

Why Measure Attitudes?

This book focuses on the persuasion process. It addresses the question of what
leads people to change their attitudes. Persuasion occurs at the interpersonal level,
such as when Babbs and Weldon struggle to come to some agreement about their
abortion decision. It also occurs at the level of mass communications, as in the
nationwide advertising campaigns of the pro-life and pro-choice groups. Mass
media doubtlessly contributed to the development of Weldon and Babbs’s current
attitudes toward abortion.

Psychologists are striving toward a scientific understanding of attitudes and
_persuasion. We want to understand attitudes the way physicists understand mol-
ecules and neurophysiologists understand the brain. The starting point of any sci-
ence is observation and measurement. We need to know what to look for and how
to assign numbers to it.

There are two basic reasons why we need accurate and precise measures of
attitudes. One is to test our theories of attitudes and persuasion. The primary way
to evaluate the quality of a theory is through the accuracy of its predictions. Atti-
tude measures provide the data we need to reveal the inadequacies of poor theo-
ries, confirm the quality of good theories, and (in the case of truly creative
scientists) stimulate us to generate new theories.

The second reason we need measures of attitudes is for more practical, atheo-
retical purposes. You, the reader, have probably had some contact with applied
attitude measurement. A phone call interrupting your dinner hour, a questionnaire
in the mail, or a tap on the shoulder in the shopping mall often means that a list of
questions will shortly follow. Consumer groups, political groups, government
agencies, nonprofit organizations, the local zoo, the transit authority, and many
other organizations inundate us with surveys designed to measure the public’s
attitudes. For example, research looks at political attitudes regarding policies and
candidates, at consumer perceptions of different products, at employee morale in
organizations, at levels of racial prejudice, and at college course evaluations. Polit-
ical campaign strategies, product development decisions, supervisor salary raises,
anti-discrimination legislation, and curriculum revision all depend on the accuracy
of the techniques used to measure these opinions.

Three Fundamental Considerations

The measurement of attitude always involves three fundamental considerations
(Davis & Ostrom, 1984). We will consider each in turn.
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The Attitude Object

People hold attitudes toward all kinds of things. Abortion is just one example.‘We
can have attitudes toward specific persons (e.g., our mother, a roommate, MarﬁyI.“l
Monroe, Bill Clinton, or even ourselves), toward :50c1a1 g}‘(?ups (e.g., Aﬁtm.an Ame: -
icans, Baptists, Iraqis, or doctors), towz.ird'pohc.y dec131_ons (e..g., Tagn;g(jtaz&;s,
increasing military spending, or estabhsh].ng dlploma’gc rela?lons with Cu a),.
toward personal action decisions {e.g., having an abortion, going to lal‘n_xov'lte, 01.
studying for an exam), toward abstract concepts (e.g., democrgcy, C11115?(t;an1 yé 011
free private enterprise), and toward consumer products (e.g.,. Holnda s-e, argsé1 et
and Jerry’s ice cream, or Charmin toilet paper). Almost anything in our worid can
become the object of an attitude. '

As is well documented in this book, attitude theories are assumed to apply
equally well to all possible aititude objects, from persons to products:. In 15];:3)1();}@
run, this assumption may prove {o be wrong, blut for now, it va§t1y simplifies 1_(3
measurement probjem. The measurement techniques presented in this chapter are
assumed to apply to all attitude objects.

Attitude Properties

Attitudes are complicated. People can have all sorts of thoughts andlfeelings
toward the attitude object. And those reactions may V\f'ell cl."aange over time. The
first task of attitude measurement is to somehow simphfy t?ns comple?x?.ty.

Asking a psychologist to measure an attitude is 111.<e asking a physician to mee‘}-.
sure a person. The physician is certain to say that this request Ilnr?lkes no sinse. ..1
just is not specific enough. The physician needs to kngw what it is ab’(‘)ut t g p;l -
son you want measured. Is it the person’s height or we1gh_t, the pe'rS(;n s bloo cho—
lesterol level, the person’s heart rate, or the body’s chermcal'pro‘flle. A ;?erson il.S
many such physical properties. Exactly the same problem exists if you ask .an engl-
neer to measure a car or ask a store manager to measure his or h.er supelmgrket.
The measurement process cannot begin until the relevant properties are speflﬁed.

A psychologist faces a similar problem when asked to measure a person s atti-
tude. Attitudes have a multitude of properties. However, there is one property that
dominates attitude research and theory. Most of the time, vxlfh(.en scholars use th(—i
term attitude, they are referring to the evalualtive pFoperty. ThlS.IS also what FeoPlt
in general think of when they use the term in their everyday lives. The eva ugtlse
property refers to how positively or negatively the person feels toward the attitude
object. Measures of the evaluative property try to find out h.ow pro vefsus (:01::i
favorable versus unfavorable, or supportive versus antagonistic people are towar:

atti bject. . .
the w;agiizrsd Babbs, then, are each viewed as having an overz‘ﬂl 'evaluatlve dis-
position toward abortion. Each person’s overall attitude is the distilled essence }(:f

the many experiences, inferences, thou ghts,‘and'f(.aehngs he or she has had abdo‘ut the
attitude object. Attitude is referred toasa dzspos:tzgn becaus.,e. itis though‘t to 1spos<::
moople to react to the attitude obyjectinan evaluatively positive or negative manner.
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Fach person’s attitude can be located on the evaluative dimension. Attitudes
can range anywhere on that dimension from extremely positive, through neutral,
to extremely negative. That attitudinal point may vary from day to day (or even
moment to moment), but at any given instant in time, the overall attitude is theo-
retically thought of as being fixed at one point on the evaluative dimension. The
task of the researcher is to find a way to measure just where that point is located.

There is a diverse array of other properties of attitude that can be measured.
Collectively, they are best thought of as being nonevaluative. Two people like Babbs
and Cindy could actually hold the same overali evaluative disposition toward
abortion (perhaps moderately in favor of it), but their attitudes might differ ina
variety of other ways.

As one example, Babbs and Cindy could differ in the level of ego involvement
(or importance) attached to their pro-choice attitudes. Babbs may be far less ego
involved in her attitude than Cindy (at least during the period prior to her becom-
ing pregnant). For Cindy, the attitude is linked to important social and moral values,
whereas for Babbs, it is more an academic principle. Such differences in ego involve-
ment could have important consequences. Babbs is probably more sympathetic to
Weldon's persuasive arguments than Cindy would be. This is because, generally
speaking, high ego involvement Jeads to high resistance to aftitude change.

Another nonevaluative property is the dimensionality of the attitude. Attitudes
usually have many beliefs associated with them. When we speak of dimmensionality,

we refer to the different dimensions (or belief clusters) that are present in a person’s
set of beliefs. Cindy’s beliefs may contain a large number of dimensions, such as rel-
evance to personal morality, freedom of choice, future responsibilities, women'’s lib-
eration, and attitudes of intimate friends. Babbs’s attitude, on the other hand, may be
based on a far more impoverished set of beliefs. Her pro-choice stand may have been
based solely on philosophical values regarding individual liberties. Dimensionality
{or complexity of the underlying beliefs) can determine how people deal with per-
suasive communications, the kinds of arguments people raise when discussing the
issue, and the kinds of life events that will make their attitude salient to them.

Many other nonevaluative properties have been explored by attitude
researchers (e.g., ambivalence, intensity, and consistency). The reader should con-
sult other sources if interested in more information about them (e.g., Scott, 1968;
Smith, Bruner, & White, 1956).

Attitudes and persuasion researchers have been slow to investigate these
nonevaluative properties in any systematic fashion. You will find very little treat-
ment of them in this or other books in the field. Although we believe that noneval-
uative properties will become an important area for future research activity, the
present chapter nonetheless focuses on the more traditional evaluative measures.

Response Domain

The properties of an attitude, like evaluation, ego involvement, and dimensionality,
are theoretical abstractions. That is, they cannot be directly observed. Instead, they
must be inferred on the basis of observable (and therefore measurable) responses.
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Chapter 2

Researchers have identified three types of responses that peopi.e make vlvl.\en
conveying their attitudes to others. They are ‘referffed fo as tl“}e affective, cognl{twe,
and conative components of attitude. This tripartite d1stm(':t1(m has a long history
in Western thought (Flemming, 1967; Ostrom, 1969). Affective responses refer. to fche
emotional feelings and physiological consequences of encouniering or thinking
about an attitude object. These feelings vary from positive to negative on the eval-
uative dimension. Cognitive responses refer to the facts, 'knowlec.ige st;ructgres,
beliefs, inferences, and assumptions made about the gttltude object. They vary
from favorable to unfavorable on the evaluative dimension. Conative respontses r.efel
to behavioral intentions and overt actions taken in regarld to t}?e attlFude ob]ec.t.
They vary from supportive to hostile on the evaluative dimension. Different atti-
tude measures give differential emphasis to the three components.

The remainder of this chapter is devoted to illustrating the variety of attitude mea-
sures that have been developed over the years. We will not give sFep-by'—step
instructions on how to construct or administer each measure. For this .kmd _Of infor-
mation, the reader is directed to other sources (e.g., Edwards, 1957; Flshl?c-:m, 1967;
Summers, 1970; Mueller, 1986). Nor will the chapter offer a comlprehens-:.ve exaxlm-
nation of all the research that has been directed toward developing and improving
the field of attitude measurement, For this, the reader is directed to the chap"cers on
attitude measurement in the two most recent editions of the Handbook of Social PS. Y-
chology (Dawes & Smith, 1985; Scott, 1968). There are a numbe.r of at_tltude topics
for which scales have already been developed {exclusively f:lea].m g with thfe evalu-
ative property). Collections of these scales are found in Robmsom, Athanas‘iou, and.
Head (1969); Robinson, Rusk, and Head (1968); Robmson. and Shaver (1969);
Robinson, Shaver, and Wrightsman (1991); and Shaw and Wright (1967).

Verbal Measures of Attitude

As noted previously, more than one property of atti'tude can be: measured. How-
ever, most researchers are interested in the evaluative dm.nenmon. When people
speak of attitude, they most frequently refer to this evaluative, favorable-unfavor-
able property. ‘ .

Two general approaches have been deveioped for measuring this evaluative
property. By far the most popular is through direct questions put to the respon-
dent. We call these verbal measures. This is the approach usgd in questionnaires and
surveys. The second approach is for the researcher to gvmd dlre«?tly talking to ‘t.he
respondent but rather to observe the overt actions, facial expressions, and phys:io—
logical responses of the respondent. We cail thesel observational nmgsu.res..Us%ng
product purchases as an index of packaging attractiveness and chfmn@l switching
as a measure of attitude toward soap operas are illustrations of this approach.
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Direct Reports of Attitude

The simplest approach to discovering a person’s attitude is to directly ask how
he or she feels about the attitude object. This is what Weldon and Babbs are
doing when they discuss their thoughts and feelings about abortion with one
another.

Direct verbal measures can be divided into two categories: structured scales
and unstructured scales, The main difference is that in structured scales, the respon-
dent is given a limited number of answers to select from when responding to the
question. For example, Babbs might ask Weldon to answer simply “yes” or “no,” is
abortion against his religious principles? Unstructured scales have an open-ended
quality where respondents can elaborate their thoughts as fully as they wish when
answering each question. For example, after Weldon said, “Yes, abortion is against
my religious principles,” Babbs might have asked him to explain more fully the
kinds of inconsistencies that bothered him.

Structured Measures: Surveys and Single-Ttem Scales

People are generally most familiar with structured measures. This is the kind that
is used most often in telephone surveys and “person-on-the-street” interviews.
You are asked to think about your attitude and report it as accurately as you can.
For example, the Gallup polls frequently measure Americans’ attitudes toward the
president’s job performance. Gallup respondents have been asked: “Do you
approve or disapprove of the way Clinton is handling his job as president?”
Respondents who say “approve” presumably have positive attitudes toward Pres-
ident Clinton’s performance, and those who say “disapprove” presumably have
negative attitudes,

Structured scales have several advantages over unstructured scales. Since they
can be printed in a booklet, they are easy to administer. Since they have a limited
number of response options, they are easy to score. They have the additional
advantage that they allow the investigator to focus on specific parts of an attitude
that may be of special interest. For example, they can highlight specific beliefs
related to the attitude object, or they can differentially highlight the affective, cog-
nitive, or conative response domains.

The single-item, self-rating scale is the most widely used approach in attitude
measurement. The scale acquired enduring fame when the movie 10 was released.
Bo Derek came to define {or anchor) the top of Dudley Moore’s 10-point scale of
feminine pulchritude. This type of scale has been extensively adopted in both lab-
oratory experimentation and nationwide surveys, for several reasons: It is quick
and easy to construct, and it usually does the job as well as any of the multiple-item
scales discussed later in this chapter.

A great deal of laboratory research uses seven-category rating scales. For many
attitude topics, especially ones that people have thought about before, people seem
to be able to identify about seven shades of attitude on the pro-to-con scale. More
categories are meaningless, and fewer categories do not allow people to convey
distinctions they know exist.
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Some scales describe the pro-to-con dimension and ask people to check the cat-
egory that best describes their overall attitude (see Figure 2-1, Panel A). Other
scales provide a single statement of attitude or belief and ask how much the person
agrees or disagrees with it (see Figure 2-1, Panel B). The scoring of these scales is
simplicity itself. A aumber from 1 to 7 (or sometimes -3 to +3) is assigned to the
person, depending on which category he or she checked.

Researchers feel that sometimes the respondent needs some help in visualizing
attitudes as falling on a dimension. This is especially true for national surveys that
may include a large number of respondents with poor reading skills. So the
researchers try to create analogies between the attitude scales and other, more
familiar concepts. Figure 2-2A shows a stair-step scale, and Figure 2-2B shows an
opinion thermometer. Gradations in attitude parallel gradations in height or tem-
perature. Some investigators feel that the use of such analogies allows a person to
make more than seven distinctions on the attitude dimension. Typically, the ther-
mometer scale provides 11 gradations of “temperature” (from 0 to 100).

Sometimes surveys are administered to groups that differ in their native lan-
guage or to children too young to have good reading skills. In this case, rating
scales may use pictorial ways of conveying gradations of positive to negative
affect. Figure 2-3 illustrates one such scale.

Special Problems with Single-Item Measures of Attitudes. The data provided
by single items can sometimes be misleading. This is especially so in cases where
the items are presented in oral form rather than in written form. During the last 20
years, researchers have identified many biases in single-item measures. These hidden
biases have been identified by showing that seemingly trivial variations in the

FIGURE 2-1 Categorical single-item rating scales

Panel A: Favorability Scale

Question: How favorable or unfavorable do you feel toward legal abortion?
Instructions: Place a checkmark in one of the following categories.

| | ] 1 ] ] l 1
Very Very
Unfavorable Neutral Favorable

Panel B: Agree-Disagree Scale

Question: How much do you agree or disagree that abortion should be legal?
Instructions: Please circle one of the following numbers.

-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3
Strongly Neither Strongly
Disagree Agree nor Agree

Disagree
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FIGURE 2-2  Single-item scales with analogical formats

Panel A: Stair-Step Scale

?uestlo.n: What is your attitude toward the pro-choice supporters of abortion rights?
nstructions: Place a check mark on the stairstep that best describes your attitude.

———m  Favorable

Unfavorable ,

Panel B: Opinion Thermometer

Question: How do you feel toward the pro-choice supporters of abortion rights?

Instructions: Circ.1e the number on the thermometer scale that best describes your
feelings. ’

100 | Warm
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0 | Cold
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FIGURE 2-3 DPictures are sometimes better than words.

wording, format, and order of survey questions can have dramatic effects on the

answers people give to them. . ]
Befoﬁe we explain these biases, we would like you to answer a few short ques

tions:

1. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement: “The civil jgsl’fice
system in the United States works very well and is in no need of repair.

2. Do you favor a law that would make abortion illegal, or do you believe that
such a law would interfere too much with the rights of women to control
their own bodies? ' |

3. Which of the following do you consider to be the most important problem
facing the United States today: unemployment, inflation, the threat of war,
the government budget deficit, or crime?

i ?
4. Do you favor or oppose the Metallic Metals Act? o
5. Do gffou think that the Japanese government should be allowed to set limits

on how much U.S. industry can sell in Japan?
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6. Do you think that the U.S. government should be allowed to set limits on
how much Japanese industry can sell in the United States?

Do you think these questions would provide unbiased measurements of your
opinions on the issues being addressed? Each one illustrates a particular type of
bias, and we will discuss each below.

The problem with the first question is that some people seem to agree with
everything, regardless of what a question asks. This tendency has come to be called
acquiescence bias (see Schuman & Presser, 1981, ch. 8). This can be a problem when
a statement is read to respondents and they are asked whether they agree or dis-
agree with it.

Agree/disagree questions like this one about the civil justice system are often
used in surveys. However, researchers have known for many years that the acqui-
escence bias can produce misleading results. In the case of the civil justice system
question above, it would lead to overestimation of the number of people who have
positive attitudes toward the civil justice system, since the statement is phrased pos-

itively. However, if the statement said instead, “The civil justice system has many

serious problems and is greatly in need of repair,” acquiescence response bias
would lead to an overestimation of the number of people with negative attitudes.

Researchers are not yet certain about why some people show acquiescence
response bias, though we have a number of theories. One possibility is that the ten-
dency to acquiesce to any kind of social pressure is a part of these people’s person-
alities (Couch & Keniston, 1960). According to this theory, these respondents listen
to the interviewer read the statement about the civil justice system and infer that
the interviewer believes it to be true; after all, she just said it, and she sounded like
she believed it. This is not such an odd inference to make, in fact, because survey
interviewers are trained to read statements in ways that make it sound as if they
really do believe what they are saying. Respondents who think the interviewer
believes the statement to be true and who have acquiescent personalities presum-
ably say they agree with it because they feel social pressure from the interviewer
(see Figure 2-4).

Because of this problem with agree/disagree questions, many survey
researchers now believe that they should be avoided whenever possible. One is
almost always able to rewrite an agree/disagree question in another format. For
example, the civil justice system question above could be asked as follows:

Some people believe that the civil justice system works very well and needs no
repairs. Other people believe the civil justice system has many problems and
that many changes need to be made in it. Which point of view do you agree
with more?

Unfortunately, you cannot be certain that you have eliminated the influence of
acquiescence response bias just because a question does not ask respondents to
agree or disagree with a statement. For example, consider the following question:
“Do you favor a law that would make abortion illegal?” This question does not ask
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FIGURE 2-4 The socially desirable wording of questions can produce
acquiescence among respondents.
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respondents to agree or disagree with a statement, but people who are especially
acquiescent might perceive the interviewer to favor the law and might therefore
Jean in the direction of saying “yes.” Sure enough, some people say “yes” when
asked whether they favor a law outlawing abortion and also say “yes” when asked
whether they oppose a law outlawing abortion!

Researchers have therefore concluded that it is preferable to ask balanced
questions. The abortion question above is unbalanced because it offers only one
point of view. A simple way to make it balanced would be to say, “Do you fgvor or
oppose a law that would make abortion illegal?” This presumably makes it more
difficult for a respondent to infer the interviewer’s attitude on an issue and there-
fore reduces the likelihood of acquiescence.

Asking a favor/oppose question like this one is probably the best way to ba.l-
ance an unbalanced question. Sometimes, though, researchers go a little too far in
trying to do so. Consider question 2 earlier about abortion: “Do you favpr alaw
that would make abortion illegal, or do you believe that such a law would mt?rfere
too much with the rights of women to control their own bodies?”.The intention f)f
this question is presumably to offer two contrasting points of view and to legit-
imize both of them.

However, there are two problems with this question. First, it offers a persua-
sive argument supporting the pro-choice point of view and foers no such argu-
ment supporting the pro-life point of view. This argument mlght persuade‘some
respondents to express positive attitudes toward abortion (Bishop, Oldendick, &
Tuchfarber, 1982). Because surveys are intended to measure attitudes and no’F to
change them, this possibility could lead to misleading results. Second, the question
actually makes it difficult for some pro-choice persons to express that point of
view. Imagine that you believe abortion should not be made illegal because you
feel there are too many laws and that no new laws should be passed. But you also
do not believe that outlawing abortion would interfere too much with women’s
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right to control their own bodies. How do you answer the question? Neither
answer choice would express your views! Clearly, it is a badly written question.
The lesson to be learned is that attitude questions work best (1) when they are bal-
anced, (2) when they do not include persuasive arguments, and (3) when they offer
points of view that cover all the opinions that people might have on an issue.

A second problem with single items can result from omitting important response
choices from closed-ended questions. One of the most frequently asked questions in
survey research is, “What do you consider to be the most important problem fac-
ing the United States today?” This is called an open-ended question because it allows
respondents to give any answer they wish. When researchers analyze answers to
such a question, their first step is to code the answers into categories and to tabu-
late the number of respondents who give each type of answer. This coding process
can sometimes be quite difficult because rarely do two people give exactly the
same answer. For example, one respondent might say “inflation” and another
might say “high prices.” Are these respondents saying the same thing? This is a
judgment call that researchers must make.

Because these judgment calls are difficult to make with any confidence, many
survey researchers advocate letting the respondent code his or her own answers
into a category. This is done by asking closed-ended questions. Question 3 above is
an example: “Which of the following do you consider to be the most important
problem facing the United States today: unemployment, inflation, the threat of
war, the government budget deficit, or crime?” This question asks respondents to
choose among a set of offered alternatives and therefore does not require any cod-
ing by the investigator.

If a respondent’s preferred answer to a question is not included among the
alternatives, how will he or she answer? Some may rebel and state their preferred
answer. But others will typically select one of the offered choices. So, for example,
even if a man believes that drug abuse is the nation’s most important problem, he
may not insist on that answer. Rather, he may pick the one of the five mentioned
problems he considers most important (Schuman, Ludwig, & Krosnick, 1986). It is
therefore extremely important that the list of responses to a closed-ended, forced-
choice question be as complete as possible.

Once a researcher has determined which answer choices should be offered in a
closed-ended question, he or she must make another important decision: In what
order should the response alternatives be read to the respondent? As it turns out,
reading response alternatives in different orders can lead respondents to give dif-
ferent answers, even though the question seems to ask the same thing. This is
called a response order effect.

Consider again the question about national problems: “Which of the following
do you consider to be the most important problem facing the United States today:
unemployment, inflation, the threat of war, the government budget deficit, or
crime?” Which answer would you choose if an interviewer read it to you over the
phone? Now, imagine that the interviewer instead read the list of choices to you in
the reverse order: “crime, the government budget deficit, the threat of war, infla-
tion, or unemployment?” Would you have given a different answer?
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Survey researchers have shown in many studies that you may well have given
a different answer. Two sorts of effects can occur—primacy effects and recency
effects (Krosnick & Alwin, 1987). Primacy effects occur when respondents are b1ase§
toward choosing one of the first answer choices they hear. Onfe reason why pri-
macy effects occur is laziness: Respondents simply choose the first answer choice
that seems acceptable. Recency effects occur when respondents are biased toward
choosing one of the last answer choices they hear. One reason Why recency effef:ts
occur is memory: After hearing a long list of answer choices, it is sometimes easier
for respondents to remember the last ones reaq. . ) .

Response order effects can appear in questions like thg most 1mportant pI.'Ob—
lem” question described above, and they also can oceur in much simpler rating-
scale questions. So, for example, asking respondents to mdmatg whether they feel
“extremely favorable, very favorable, somewhat favorable, neither favorable nor
unfavorable, somewhat unfavorable, very unfavorable, or extremely unfavor-
able” toward an economic policy can lead people to give a different answer than
reading the response choices in the reverse order, from extremely unfavorable.to
extremely favorable. It is impossible to simply read a question and Predlct
whether it has a response order bias built into it. The only way to be sure is to see
whether respondents give different answers when the response alternatives are

in different orders. .
readI-IIow did you respond when answering question 4 aboye about the ”Metalhc
Metals Act”? A particularly tricky problem with survey attitude measures is non-
attitudes (Converse, 1964). Nonattitudes are opinions that people express that really
do not reflect a pre-existing view they had on the issue. Rather, t.hey concocted a
response on the spot, based on little or no information about thg issue. Some peo-
ple who have no opinion on an issue tell interviewgrs that explicitly, but other peo-
ple pretend to have an opinion instead. They do thl'S, presumably, because they feel
some pressure to portray themselves to the interviewer as thoughtful and knowl—
edgeable. Unfortunately, some evidence suggests that the responses people whip
up on the spot do not reflect meaningful opinions at all but rather are purely ran-
dom choices from among the answer choices offered by a question. Co.nsequently,
these respondents would probably give a completely different answer if they were
asked the same question a week or two later. (See Chapter 7 by Wood and Stagner
for further discussion.) .

When the results of polls are reported in the medi'a, they usually ignore the
possibility of nonattitudes completely. The usual practice is to report the propor-
tion of citizens who favor or oppose a particular political candld.ate or govern-
ment policy. These proportions are typically not based on the nation as a whole
but rather on only those survey respondents who offered an opinion in response
to the relevant survey question. The people who said “don’t know” are not men-
tioned at all. ’

The proportion of people who say “don’t know” can vary a great deal,
depending upon exactly what attitude is being megsured. Aknost everyone offers
opinions about abortion, gun control, and race relations pghaes, a.nd very few peo-
ple offer opinions about U.S. relations with Central American nations. Therefore, a
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poll report claiming that 60% of people oppose U.S. government aid to El Salvador
and that 40% favor aid is likely to be misleading in its indication that a majority of
Americans oppose aid. In fact, a majority of Americans might have said they had
no opinion at all on the issue! For some attitude issues, therefore, it is a mistake to
interpret the results of attitude surveys without knowing the proportion of respon-
dents who offered opinions on each issue asked about.

It is hard to identify nonattitudes conclusively, but some studies have pro-
vided pretty convincing evidence that they exist. For example, in one study (Schu-
man & Presser, 1981), respondents in a national survey were asked whether they
favored or opposed the “Agricultural Trade Bill.” This was an obscure bill being
considered by Congress that had received no national publicity at all and that the
researchers believed no Americans would know about. Despite this likely igno-
rance, only 69% of respondents in the survey said they had no opinion toward the
bill. Nineteen percent said they favored it, and 11% said they opposed it! When
these people were asked why they favored or opposed it, their answers revealed
that they did not know anything about the bill, that they had tried to guess what it

-was about, and that they had concocted an evaluation of it on that basis. Similar

results have been produced when surveyors have asked Americans about other
obscure pieces of legislation and, in some cases, about nonexistent pieces of legis-
lation that the survey researchers made up, such as the “Metallic Metals Act”
(Bishop, Tuchfarber, & Oldendick, 1986).

The order in which questions are asked can have a substantial effect on answers.
One type of question order effect that is well-understood involves the norm of
evenhandedness: the belief that all parties in a dispute should be treated equally
(Schuman & Ludwig, 1983). Consider question 5 above: “Do you think that the
Japanese government should be allowed to set limits on how much U.S. industry
can sell in Japan?” Many Americans oppose such limits and say so when asked this
question. However, the proportion of people who say so goes down substantially
when this question is preceded by question 6 above: “Do you think that the U.S.
government should be allowed to set limits on how much Japanese industry can
sell in the United States?” Most Americans favor such limits and say so in response
to this question. When it is followed by the question about allowing Japan to limit
U.S. imports, many respondents realize that they ought to be evenhanded. Conse-
quently, many who would have opposed allowing Japan to limit imports say they
favor that right.

Question order effects have also been shown to occur in measures of public
attitudes toward legalized abortion. Since the early 1970s, the University of
Chicago’s National Opinion Research Center has been asking Americans whether
they favor or oppose legalized abortion under a variety of circumstances. A series
of questions asks respondents whether it ought to be legal to get an abortion if
there is a strong chance of a serious defect in the baby or if a woman is married and
does not want any more children.

People’s answers to the question about a married woman who does not want
any more children are very different, depending on whether they are first asked
about the case in which there is a strong chance of a birth defect (Schuman, Presser,
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& Ludwig, 1981). Fewer people say they favor abortion for the married woman if
they are first asked the birth defect question. One possible explanation for this
question order effect is that the “married woman” reason seems less convincing
when compared to the “defect” reason. Another explanation focuses on the possi-
bility that many respondents may have ambivalent feelings about abortion.
According to this explanation, most people favor legalized abortion in the case of
a birth defect. However, because they feel some ambivalence about this, they say
they oppose abortion in the case of the married woman in order to convey their
mixed feelings to the interviewer. These examples make it clear that the answers
people give to an attitude question in a survey can be partly influenced by the
questions that came before it.

Structured Measures: Multiple-Item Scales

All of the biases discussed in the last section make it difficult to take a person’s
answer to a single question as a perfect indicator of his or her opinion on the issue.
One way that researchers have learned to overcome these biases is to use multiple-
item tests. The primary motivation for constructing multiple-item scales is to
improve the reliability and accuracy of the testing instrument. It is common prac-
tice in other fields, such as the measurement of personality, intelligence, and
scholastic achievement, to include a number of different items in the test. No
teacher would ever give just one multiple-choice question as the entire final exam.
The more items that are included, the more accurately test performance reflects
students’ knowledge.

The same principle holds true in attitude measurement. Where single-item
scales ask for feelings in general, multiple-item scales include items that cover a
variety of different feelings and beliefs the person may have toward the attitude
object. Averaging across 5 or 10 separate items should provide a more valid index
of the underlying attitude because the bias affecting any single item will have a rel-
atively small effect on a person’s total test score.

One of the earliest of the multiple-item scales was developed by Likert (1932).
The Likert scale is probably the most used attitude measurement technique other
than the single-item self-rating. To develop a Likert scale, the researcher begins by
generating a large pool of belief statements for pretesting. The entire set of items is
given to a sample of pretest subjects to indicate how much they agree or disagree
with each item (see Figure 2-5). Bach subject is presented with the statements and
instructed to check only one of (usually) five possible responses for each statement
(Strongly Agree, Agree, Undecided, Disagree, Strongly Disagree).

A provisional attitude score is computed for each of these subjects based on
their answers to the entire item set. Only those individual items that correlate high-
est with the provisional score are selected for inclusion in the final scale. Usually,
half the selected items are positive beliefs and half are negative beliefs. This mini-
mizes distortions due to acquiescence bias (described in the previous section).

A great deal of the research reported in this book employs a variant on the Li-
kert technique. These “message-based” Likert scales bypass the usual first step of
pretesting a large group of items. This approach is taken when the researcher
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FIGURE 2-5 Examples of Likert scale items

Instructions: Please read each statement and circle the level of agreement that best
describes your reaction.

1. Women should have control over their own bodies.
Strongly ~ Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
2. Abortion should be legal throughout the United States.

Strongly  Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree

3. Abortion is not a civilized act.

Strongly ~ Agree Undecided ~ Disagree  Strongly
Agree Disagree

4. Abortion is no different than infanticide.

Strongly ~ Agree Undecided ~ Disagree  Strongly
Agree Disagree

Note: The overall z}ttitude score is calculated by adding the four items. A value of +2 is given to the
strongest pro-choice response (Strongly Agree for items 1 and 2 and Strongly Disagree for items 3 and 4).

A value of -2 is given to the opposite end of each scale, and the i i i
, e intermediate respon -
A valie of -2 ls giv ponses are given val

wants to know the respondent’s reactions to the specific arguments and conclu-
sions presented in a persuasive communication (e.g., several arguments may have
been given in support of the conclusion that tuition should be doubled next year).

In such cases, the investigator will prepare a small number of belief statements,
each of which relates to a different argument in the message. In this manner, a scale
of only two to six items may be prepared. There is some risk to this approach, how-
ever, because for the scale to be reliable, all the items must show positive correlations
with one another. And since this can only be calculated after the study is complete,
the entire study may have to be redone, should the measure prove invalid.

Why is the Likert scale so popular? It is easy to construct and, most impor-
tantly, it works. To construct a message-based Likert scale, researchers have to
come up with just a few attitudinal statements. The scale works because
researchers use common sense: They know what a “pro,” an “anti,” and a “neu-
tral” item is, and they know how to avoid irrelevant items. As a result, Likert scales
routinely show high correlations with other attitude scales.

‘ There are a wide variety of alternative approaches to the construction of mul-
tiple-item attitude scales. Some are developed to be consistent with particular the-
ories of attitude (e.g., Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Rosenberg, 1956; Thurstone, 1928).
Others involve statistical refinements of the Likert approach, making use of mod-
ern item response theory in test construction (e.g., Lord, 1980). However, these
treatments are too technical for our present purposes. (See Ostrom, 1989, for a more
detailed discussion of these issues.)
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Unstructured Measures

Likert scales, along with all the single-item measures, share an important fea-
ture: They impose a structure on the attitude they measure. A psychologist first
selects the attitude items and then selects a fixed set of response alternatives.
Respondents are not given the opportunity to qualify or expand on their
answers.

Imagine what an impoverished picture we would have of Babbs’s and Wel-
don’s attitudes toward abortion if all we knew was how they rated themselves on
the scales portrayed in Figures 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, and 2-5. These scales capture little of
the flavor and subtle nuances of their attitudes. For example, Weldon may partly
agree and partly disagree with Likert item 2 (Figure 2-5). His acceptance of legal-
ized abortion may be conditional on the woman receiving parental consent if she is
under the age of 21. Such concerns about family solidarity would be difficult to
capture with a limited set of structured items.

Unstructured approaches to attitude measurement have been developed to
overcome these problems. In open-ended questions, subjects have the opportunity
to express themselves in their own terms. The respondent must provide an answer
using his or her own vocabulary of thoughts and feelings. One use of the open-
ended approach is with focus groups. In this case, the researcher meets with a small
group of people and asks them to discuss the issue among themselves. The focused
interaction among the group members often brings out subtleties and nuances in
attitude that would otherwise be missed.

In questionnaires and one-on-one interviews, respondents are asked broad
questions like “How do you feel about abortion?” or more specific belief questions
such as those that appear on a Likert scale (see Figure 2-5). Respondents are
allowed to say whatever they wish. Indeed, they are usually encouraged to expand
beyond mere expressions of agreement or disagreement.

Responses are tape-recorded or transcribed verbatim by an interviewer who
tries not to influence the subject in any way. The product of an open-ended inter-
view is a typed transcription (referred to as a protocol) of everything the respondent
said in answer to the questions. These protocols can yield important information—
particularly if the attitude is one the person has thought about a lot and so has lots
to say about it (Ericcson & Simon, 1980).

Subjects’ responses to open-ended questions may be quirky and unique,
depending on the special experiences each person may have had. The respondent
may voice a number of thoughts that are related to one another in intricate ways.
Consider, for example, one pro-life activist’s response to a sociologist, when ques-
tioned about abortion:

One of the problems of abortion, I think, is the further degradation of women in society.

. I think having abortion as an alternative—as a way out, I guess—makes it easier
for men to exploit women than ever before. I think they are less inclined probably to
take responsibility for their actions or to anticipate the consequences of their actions as
long as abortion is available. And I think it makes it harder for women who do not
choose to engage in premarital sex to say no, or to be accepted in society, because there’s
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always this consideration that there’s something wrong with them. (An activist, in
Luker, 1984, p. 162)

As you can see, open-ended expressions of attitude are rich and diverse in the
thoughts and feelings they express. There are two approaches to analyzing these
protocols. One approach, called content analysis, tries to identify the variety of qual-
itative themes that are expressed. This involves thoughtful reading of all the pro-
tocols with the purpose of intuiting the underlying categories of religious, moral,
practical, and psychodynamic concerns that are expressed there. It is like reading a
novel and trying to analyze the motives of the main characters. One application
(Shavitt & Brock, 1986) has examined people’s reactions to advertisements and has
identified categories of thoughts about the self, about the product and about ad
execution (i.e., how the ad was presented).

Once a set of categories is developed, it is taught to a small set of coders who
then read through all the protocols and count the number of times each underlying
category appears in each protocol. This way, we can analyze abortion attitudes to

. determine, for example, how the concerns of men differ from women, how the

concerns of people who are affluent differ from those of people who are poor, or
how the concerns of Blacks differ from those of Whites.

A second approach to analyzing protocols allows us to give each person an
overall attitude score on the evaluative dimension. Cacioppo, Harkins, and Petty
(1981) review a method for scoring open-ended responses to persuasive messages
referred to as a cognitive response analysis. It is used in research reported elsewhere
in this book (see Chapter 6 by Petty, Cacioppo, Strathman, and Priester).

The cognitive response procedure involves respondents’ jotting down their
attitude-relevant thoughts immediately after hearing or reading a persuasive mes-
sage. They are asked to place their thoughts on separate lines in the thought-listing
form. The kinds of beliefs and sentiments that people write turn out to be similar
to the items that are used in Likert scales. However, people also write other things
in their protocols, including comments about the communicator’s credibility and
about the accuracy of the arguments used in the persuasive message.

The key to scoring these protocols is to identify which of the listed thoughts
are positive and which are negative toward the attitude object. Researchers have
a choice of two ways to get this information. The simplest is to ask the respondent
to go back and indicate whether each thought is positive or negative. The alterna-
tive is to have several independent raters read over the thoughts at a later point
and code them as being positive or negative. The overall attitude score for each
respondent is obtained by computing the proportion of the scored responses that
are positive.

Indirect Reports of Attitude

Direct attitude measures are constructed and administered on the premise that par-
ticipants are willing and able to give an accurate report of their attitudes. This
assumption is probably valid in a large number of cases, especially where the
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experimenter has established good rapport, the respondent is motivated to be
helpful, and anonymity is guaranteed. .

Indirect techniques were developed to overcome problems 'that arise when
respondents are either too embarrassed or too paranoid al?out ?heu‘ answers.bgn}g
used against them. People are likely to misrepresent their attitudes when it is in
their self-interest to do so. This is unlikely to happen in the case of Babbs and Wel-
don, since they are earnestly seeking to share their sentiments. with one anothe’r.
However, Babbs may not be nearly as forthcoming when talking with Welc.ion s
parents. If a person is given an attitude test in the context of an (?mploymgnt inter-
view or if the person holds an attitude that is considered repulsive by society, that
person may well deliberately distort the way he or she answers a questionnaire

(see Figure 2-6).

“Would you say Attila is doing an excellent joby a good job,
a fair job, or a poor job?”

FIGURE 2-6 People know the truth can hurt.

Source: Drawing by Chas. Addams; © 1982 The New Yorker Magazine, Inc.
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A number of indirect attitude measurement techniques have been developed
to overcome these problems. They are all based on known ways in which attitudes
affect normal human functioning. One approach uses the well-known Thematic
Apperception Test pictures. This projective test works because powerful attitudes
(e.g., racial prejudice) are known to influence the stories that respondents tell about
the ambiguous pictures.

The information error test is based on people’s known tendency to distort reality
so that their perceptions agree with their attitudes (Hammond, 1948). The test cap-
italizes on that bias by looking at the direction of distortions. Do the distortions
make the attitude object look good, or do they make the attitude object look bad?

The test presents respondents with a series of factual questions in a multiple-
choice test format (see Figure 2-7). It is presented to the respondent as being a test
of factual knowledge; no mention is made of the experimenter’s interest in the
respondent’s attitudes. It appears to be an ordinary multiple-choice quiz of the
type commonly used in educational settings.

"FIGURE 2-7 Information error test

Instructions: This is a test of your factual knowledge about an important social issue.
Please circle the correct answer for each of the following questions.

1. The number of pregnant women who die each year from legal abortions is:

a. 376
b. 704
c. 1,875
d. 5,397

2. The average annual donation to religious organizations by pro-choice advocates is:

a. $520
b. $318
c. $280
d. $78

3. The percent of pro-life supporters who approve of firebombing abortion clinics is:

a. 1.6%
b. 5.3%
c. 9.6%
d. 12.7%

4. The average month at which pregnancies are terminated by abortion is:

a. 4.0 month
b. 3.2 month
¢. 2.4 month
d. 1.3 month

Note: The test is scored by assigning the numbers 1 through 4 to the selected answers. The most pro-
choice response (alternative a for the first two questions and alternative d for the last two questions) is
given a “4,” and the most pro-life response is given a “1.”
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The trick here is that all the alternatives for each question are incorrect. In fact,
the researcher may not even know what the correct answer actually is. The respon-
dent is required to guess from among the several response options provided by the
researcher. The set of alternatives vary in how flattering or unflattering they are
toward the attitude object. Since exceedingly few respondents will know the cor-
rect answer, it is assumed that they will draw upon their attitude when selecting an
alternative to each question. For example, the first item in Figure 2-7 refers to the
number of pregnant women who die as a result of having an abortion. A low num-
ber of deaths is more likely to be selected by pro-choice persons, and a high num-
ber is more likely to be selected by pro-life advocates.

Persuasion researchers have not used indirect methods as much as direct
methods. Techniques like the information error test are not as reliable as the direct
measures. This is due in part to other factors (e.g., familiarity with the topic and
amount of factual knowledge) contributing as much to the final score as does atti-
tude. Another reason indirect methods are not used is because most persuasion
research (like that in this book) is conducted in the context of nonsensitive attitude
issues (e.g., consumer products, raising school tuition, and political candidates),
where people are more willing to be forthright in reporting their attitudes.

We have now completed our review of verbal approaches to the measurement of
the evaluative property of attitude. All these measures require the direct cooperation
of the participants, and further, most require that the participants be able to read.
This means that the participants have to be willing to give their time and also have
to be cooperative. The literacy requirement means that these measures cannot be
used with young children or people who are visually impaired or poorly educated.

Observational Measures of Attitude

Observational measures are designed to overcome the limitations inherent in ver-
bal measures. The key difference between the two approaches is the question of
who is doing the reporting. In all verbal measures, the participant whose attitude
is being measured is providing all the evidence. The participant is the one who fills
out the test or questionnaire. This is why verbal tests are sometimes referred to as
self-report measures. In the case of observational measures, however, another person
observes and records whatever data are needed to infer the participant’s attitude.
The person doing the observing is usually the experimenter, but it could be another
person, like a parent, friend, peer, teacher, or supervisor. In contrast to the self-
report nature of verbal measures, observational indices could be thought of as
“other-report” measures.

Overt Behavior

One popular type of observational measure considers overt behavior. Here the
investigator records whether or not certain activities are engaged in by the respon-
dent. Social behaviors are selected that reflect either a favorable or unfavorable ori-

Attitude Scales 37

entation toward the attitude object. As was noted by Ostrom (1969), these refer to
the kinds of actions that are supportive of or antagonistic to the attitude object. As
an example of social behavior in the case of abortion, we noted that Babbs had
helped prepare promotional material for the pro-choice movement. Her friend
Cindy may have contributed money or written her congressperson in support of
pro-choice legislation.

Social psychologists have a long history of studying the relationship between
attitudes and overt behavior (described in Chapter 4 by Fazio and Roskos-Ewold-
sen). Some psychologists would take behavior as the “acid test” of all attitude mea-
sures and regard a person’s actions as the only basis for inferring the person’s
attitudes. They would argue that “talk is cheap” and that one should “watch what
people do, not what they say.”

These psychologists seem to equate attitudes with behaviors. We do not. True,
attitudes are defined as dispositions to respond (Campbell, 1950), but dispositions
are just that—dispositions. Every behavior has multiple causes—of which an attitude
is only one. The chapters by Fazio and Roskos-Ewoldsen (Chapter 4 ) and Cooper

_ and Scher (Chapter 5) in this book detail the many complexities that arise in under-

standing the relation between attitudes and socially meaningful behaviors.

Although the relationship between attitudes and behavior is rarely one to one
(Dawes & Smith, 1985), behavior can be used as an attitude measure: If Cindy
demonstrates in favor of women'’s rights to abortion, we may infer that she supports
those rights. Of course, our inference would be invalid if Cindy were only putting
on a show for our benefit. More generally, behavioral measures may lack validity if
the people who are exhibiting the behavior know that they are under observation
by others who are important to them (Kelman, 1958; Roethlisberger, 1941).

The best behavioral measures are those that are unobtrusive. Unobtrusive mea-
sures are ones in which the respondents do not know they are being observed. Peo-
ple have no reason to distort their behaviors if they are unaware that others are
watching and listening. For example, we may want to measure people’s attitudes
toward different art museum displays. Social desirability concerns may lead peo-
ple to downplay their interest in erotic or obscene art when given verbal measures.
Several behavioral options are available, including recording the average amount
of time spent at each display or, more subtly, measuring the rate of wear on the car-
pet or floor tiles in front of the different displays. As another example, researchers
might unobtrusively monitor the contents of a person’s garbage can to estimate the
household’s attitude toward different food products or toward different reading
materials (Webb, Campbell, Schwartz, Sechrest, & Grove, 1981). You might check
the next time your own garbage is collected to see if one of the workers is carrying
a clipboard!

It is often difficult to estimate a person’s evaluative disposition on the basis of
observing just one behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1974; Ostrom, 1969). Babbs’s helping
her friend with pro-choice materials may have been nothing more than an act of
friendship. This same problem of unreliability exists with single-item verbal mea-
sures. We would not want to construct a Likert scale with just one item. If all we
knew was that Babbs agreed with the item “Abortions can lead to severe emotional
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distress,” we would erroneously conclude that she held a pro-life attitude. Just as
we are better off with multiple questionnaire items when estimating a person’s atti-
tude, so, too, are we better off obtaining multiple instances of a'person’s behavior.

Nonverbal Measures

Sometimes people conceal controversial attitudes and even go to the extent of say-
ing things they do not believe. Babbs, for example, was speaking to her grand-
mother just the other day, when the topic of abortion came up. Granny voiced
opposition to “murdering babies” and then asked for Babbs’s view. Hoping to
spare Granny and wanting to show respect, Babbs hid her support for abortion and
actually expressed some mildly antiabortion beliefs. Could Granny tell that Babbs
was lying? Would she discover Babbs’s true attitude?

Attitudes can be inferred from nonverbal responses that are independent of
the content of speech. Through paralinguistic cues, facial cues, and bodily cues,
people convey attitudes that may contradict their verbalizations.

Paralinguistic cues include all audible characteristics of speech other than ver-
bal content. Research has shown that deceptive verbalizations have a distinctive
sound. Lies are high pitched, they are punctuated by hesitations, and they contain
many speech errors like mispronunciations and the use of “ums” and “ahs” (Zuck-
erman, DePaulo, & Rosenthal, 1981). These cues to deception were probably used
by Granny when listening to Babbs’s faint-hearted agreement with Granny’s pro-
life views. Even Babbs’s voice tone could have given her away. This was illustrated
in a study by Weitz (1972). White students who had previously “bent over back-
wards” in verbally denying racial prejudice used a cold tone of voice when speak-
ing to a Black person. Their paralanguage revealed a level of hostility concealed
(perhaps even unconsciously) in their surface language.

Attitudinal affect (including feelings of pleasure and disgust) can also be
expressed through facial cues. The eyes, the nose, the mouth, and the brows all have
a universal language of their own. Research has found that facial expressions carry
similar meanings across a variety of cultures (Ekman, 1985). Because we know that
our face can be a road map to our feelings, we sometimes try to “stage manage”
our expressions to conceal our true reactions. Babbs certainly tried to do this when
talking to Granny. But research has shown that attitudes will leak out, despite our
best efforts at concealment. One study videotaped students as they smelled pleas-
ant and disgusting odors (Kraut, 1982). The students were instructed to assume
facial poses that contradicted their personal reactions to the odors. They tried to
pretend that the pleasant odors were disgusting and the disgusting odors were
pleasant. But these ruses did not work. Despite students’ attempts at self-control,
their true attitudes could be detected by others who viewed the videotapes.

Affect is also conveyed through bodily cues. Shrugs, gestures, foot tapping, self-
touching, and self-scratching can all reveal attitudes. In fact, people may reveal
more with their bodies than with their faces because they rarely bother to control
bodily cues. For example, in one study, student nurses saw a gruesome medical
film and then were asked to describe the film as pleasant (Ekman & Friesen, 1974).
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From videotapes of these deceptive descriptions, judges were asked to infer the
nurses’ affective reactions to the film. Judges who saw the nurses’ bodies were able
to detect their true negative reactions. In fact, these judges were more accurate than
were judges who saw videotapes of the nurses’ faces.

Physiological Measures

Measures of physiological functioning might be used as indices of attitudes. The
tripartite view of attitude argues that the affective component (versus the cognitive
and conative components) consists of emotional feelings and their physiological
underpinnings. As Weldon and Babbs discuss their abortion decision, they may
experience tenseness and generalized anxiety during some moments and surprise
and relief at other times. The measurement of these responses is described in some
detail in Chapter 3 by Cacioppo, Petty, Losch, and Crites.

Accessibility

In our earlier discussion of verbal measures, we noted that there is a special prob-

lem when it comes to nonattitudes. (Remember our asking you about your attitude
toward the “Metallic Metals Act”?) People are not always willing to say that they
have no opinion on a topic. The accessibility approach provides one way to address
this issue that does not depend on self-awareness of one’s own attitudes. This
approach measures just how long (in milliseconds) it takes a person to answer a
question about his or her attitudes. Will Babbs answer the question “Are you pro-
choice?” faster than her friend Cindy, and what are we to make of this difference?

Fazio (1986; Chapter 4 in this volume) uses the accessibility approach for deter-
mining the presence or absence of an attitude. On a computer screen, the subject
sees an attitude question, like “Do you favor a woman'’s right to have an abortion?”
and the subject must hit a button to signal an answer of “yes” or “no.” Fazio does
not focus on which choice the participant selected; rather, he focuses on how long
it took the person to make the choice. Across several studies, Fazio has demon-
strated that subjects who are slow to answer an attitude question do not have a
well-developed set of preexisting beliefs. Rather, they are generating an answer for
the first time when asked the question. It is not that they are indifferent or ambiva-
lent. Rather, they lack a set of predeveloped thoughts about the attitude object that
would have enabled them to respond quickly. People with a long delay are thought
of as not having an attitude prior to the question being asked. Thus, this approach
could be used to distinguish attitudes from nonattitudes.

Attitudes can differ in accessibility even if they are equivalent on the evalua-
tive dimension (Fazio & Williams, 1986). Although Babbs and her friend are both
pro-choice, Cindy’s attitude may be more accessible than Babbs’s. If asked her
stance on abortion, Babbs might deliberate for a while before expressing her pro-
choice position. Cindy, on the other hand, would deliver her views swiftly, sponta-
neously, and in a wide variety of circumstances. Cindy’s attitude, being more
accessible, is more likely to be a guide to action than is Babbs’s. Accessibility, then,
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is one of the factors that determine which attitudes are likely to affect behavior and
which will not (see Chapter 4 for more details).

Summary

The attitudes held by Babbs, Cindy, and Weldon toward abortion differ from one
another in many, many ways. That is the reality facing anyone who tries to mea-
sure attitudes on any topic. Our focus in this chapter has been to capture just one
of those ways. Namely, we have focused on how people’s attitudes differ in terms
of their overall evaluative character. To measure attitudes is to assign a number to
the attitude that reflects its evaluative character.

We hope that you, the reader, in having read our chapter are now convinced of
two truths. One is that it is impossible to measure attitudes, and the other is that we
manage to do the impossible pretty well. Attitudes have a quicksilver quality that
allows them to change shape and makes them difficult to hold steady in the palm
of your hand. They have a complexity due to the many thoughts, urges, and feel-
ings they provoke. And they are intangible in the sense that they cannot be seen,
heard, tasted, touched, or sniffed. Attitude researchers well understand that no sin-
gle measure can ever capture attitudes in their full glory.

And yet the field has accepted the measurement challenge and has not done
too badly. This chapter has provided you with a cafeteria of different methods. All
have been shown to be valuable for studying some attitudes in some contexts. In
fact, it may have been disappointing for you to learn that so many different
approaches have been developed. Life would be a lot easier if there were just one
technique that could be used for all purposes. However, one important lesson is
that no single technique can be used for all purposes. Verbal techniques are better
for some purposes, and observational techniques are better for other purposes.

In reading the other chapters in this book, you will note that different tech-
niques are used by different researchers under different circumstances. Each has
chosen a measurement approach that is best suited for the problems targeted by his
or her research. Should you find yourself wanting to measure attitudes, we hope
you will be equally thoughtful in your selection of measures.
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